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Still further, when Officer Gaffney went into the La 
Pasticceria 1a Torre Bakery and asked one of the employees if she 
had received a $20.00 bill, the mere fact that he was handed a $20.00 
bill, which was later proved to be a counterfeit, was not sufficient to 
justify his further actions, The employee did not know when the $20.00 
bill was received and could not tell the officer who had given it to her. 

As a matter of fact, not one person who was given a counterfeit bill could 
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of the fact that his partner was given a counterfeit bill by one of the 
defendants. This information he received from his partner. The most 
glaring defect in the Government's’ reasoning that the 
Gaffney received a counterfeit $20.09 bill from the bakery corroborated 
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